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This is in response to the Office Action mailed on May 26, 2006, in which claim 1 
was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being unpatentable over Mathewes et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 
6,751,520); claims 2-1 1 and 38 were objected to as being allowable but dependent upon a rejected 
base claim; and claims 12-37 and 39-42 were allowed. Claims 1-42 are pending in the present 
application. 

Claim 1 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 02(e) as being unpatentable over Mathewes 
et al. In order to reject a claim under § 1 02(e), the reference must teach each and every limitation of 
the claims. MPEP 2131; Verdegaal Bros. v. Union Oil Co. of California, 814 F.2d 628, 2 USPQ2d 
1051 (Fed. Cir. 1987). Claim 1 requires "an intrinsic safety barrier ... to limit electrical energy 
passing to the communication device." In order to allow for the use of the storage device and the 
communication device in the hazard zone, consideration must be made for safety and protection 
against the possibility of ignition, since this electrical equipment could potentially cause ignition of 



